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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Approval of Minutes of April 13, 2005 
 
Attached for your review and approval are the meeting minutes of the Utah State Building Board 
meeting held on April 13, 2005. 
 
FKS:sll 
 
Attachment 
 



 Utah State Building Board 
 

  
 

 
 
 

MEETING 
 

April 13, 2005 
  

 
MINUTES 

 
Utah State Building Board Members in attendance: 
Larry Jardine, Chair 
Kerry Casaday, Vice-Chair 
Steven Bankhead 
Katherina Holzhauser 
Manuel Torres 
 
DFCM and Guests in attendance: 
F. Keith Stepan Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Kenneth Nye Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Shannon Lofgreen Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Blake Court  Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Kent Beers  Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Alan Bachman Division of Facilities Construction & Management/AGO 
Darrell Hunting Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Rick James  Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Jeff Reddoor Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Wayne Smith Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Gaylen Rogers Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Dan Clark  Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Nikki Wolcott Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Craig Wessman Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Jean Steidl  Department of Workforce Services 
Kim Wixon  Department of Health 
Bart Hopkin  Department of Human Services 
Ron Nielsen Department of Natural Resources/Wildlife Resources 
Greg Peay  Department of Corrections 
Bryan Wilmot Utah Correctional Industries 
Ron Reaveley Reaveley Engineering 
Lindsey Marek VCBO Architecture 
Julie Attig  Jacobsen Construction 
Matt Rich  Jacobsen Construction 
Chris Coutts MHTN Architects 
John Harrington Siemens 
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Tim Riedel  Siemens 
Robyn Smith HFS Architects 
Rex A. Hadley Hill Air Force Base Museum 
Keith Sprouse Uintah Basin ATC 
Randall Funk University of Utah 
Darrell Hart  Utah State University 
Kevin Hansen Weber State University 
Jim Michaelis Utah Valley State College 
Kevin Walthers Utah System of Higher Education 
Bill Jusczak  UDOT 
 
On Wednesday, April 13, 2005, the Utah State Building Board held a regularly scheduled 
meeting in the House of Representatives Building, Room W125, Salt Lake City, Utah.  
Chair Larry Jardine called the meeting to order at 9:00am.   
 

 APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MARCH 16, 2005..................................................  
 
Chair Jardine sought a motion to approve the meeting minutes of March 16, 2005. 
 
MOTION:  Kerry Casaday moved to approve the meeting minutes of March 16, 

2005.  The motion was seconded by Katherina Holzhauser and 
passed unanimously.   

 
 ALLOCATION OF FY2006 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUNDS............................  

 
Kent Beers introduced DFCM’s recommendations for FY2006 capital improvement fund 
allocations.  DFCM staff reviewed each of the improvement requests from state agencies 
and institutions of Higher Education.  The recommendations address the highest priority 
needs from DFCM’s opinion.  Mr. Beers suggested that an opportunity be provided for 
agencies and institutions to comment on the proposed allocations prior to the Board taking 
action to approve the allocation of capital improvement funds.   
 
This year DFCM received requests totaling approximately $150 million and the Legislature 
provided $56.1 million in funding.  Several documents were attached including a summary 
of replacement costs of facilities versus share of FY2006 capital improvement funding.  
This document showed how the current funding is recommended to be allocated among 
state agencies (39%) and institutions of higher education (61%).  Higher education 
buildings represent 66% of the buildings requesting funding and received $31.5 million in 
funding.  State agencies received $20.1 million and represent 34% of facilities requesting 
funding.   
 
Mr. Beers referred to the summary of capital improvement funding for FY2002 – FY2006.  
The dollar amount that each agency and institution received over the five year period was 
broken out.   
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Mr. Beers referred to DFCM’s recommendations for the allocation of funds for FY2006 
capital improvements.  The following amounts were recommended for the agencies and 
institutions:   
 
College of Eastern Utah   $1,743,900  
Dixie State College    $1,427,800 
Salt Lake Community College   $2,460,600 
Snow College    $1,945,000 
Southern Utah University    $1,857,800 
University of Utah    $9,406,000 
Utah State University    $5,265,000 
Utah Valley State College    $2,787,600 
Weber State University    $3,394,200 
Utah College of Applied Technology  $1,254,500 
Agriculture    $450,000 
Alcoholic Beverage Control   $434,400 
Capitol Preservation Board    $1,472,300 
Community and Economic Development  $125,000 
Corrections   $3,693,723 
Courts   $1,875,200 
DFCM   $1,990,400 
Environmental Quality   $313,600 
Fairpark   $304,000 
Health   $466,300 
Human Services   $2,600,800 
National Guard   $1,060,500 
Natural Resources   $3,210,400 
Office of Education   $51,800 
Office of Rehabilitation   $35,900 
Public Safety   $382,500 
Tax Commission   $86,000 
UDOT   $1,072,000 
Workforce Services   $545,900 
Statewide Programs   $4,448,477 
Total    $56,161,600 
 
Kent Beers sought comments from the audience regarding the requests.  Manuel Torres 
referred to the money taken out of the emergency fund last year and questioned if it would 
be replaced this year.  Mr. Beers responded the Legislature appropriated $1 million to 
directly go into the fund during the legislative session.   
 
Keith Stepan commented that the appropriated amount was approximately 1.2% in funding 
which is very beneficial although it will only cover about one third of the needs submitted.  
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Kent Beers emphasized that there is no other state that comes remotely close to the 
amount for guaranteed funding for improvement projects.   
 
Katherina Holzhauser questioned the intentions for the buildings at the College of Eastern 
Utah.  Keith Stepan responded that President Thomas approached the Legislature during 
the legislative session with a proposal that the projects be donation funded.  They hoped 
they would receive the money shortly in order to begin the projects immediately afterward.   
 
MOTION: Kerry Casaday moved to approve the allocation of FY2006 capital 

improvement funds.  The motion was seconded by Steve Bankhead and 
passed unanimously.   

 
Kent Beers continued with the projects approved last year by the Building Board to report 
their success in managing the projects.  The document reported 122 projects were 
managed by the Improvement Team in FY2005, of which 114 projects (93%) were 
completed or under construction.  Mr. Beers noted that because the Building Board 
meeting was moved up a month earlier, the calculations represented an 11 month 
construction cycle.  With the additional month, they would have achieved 96-97% of the 
projects.  Next year they are taking measures to bring back to the Board a report of 100% 
completion.   
 
Kent Beers introduced the Capital Improvement team which included Gaylen Rogers, 
electrical engineer; Darrell Hunting, who oversees improvement and construction projects; 
Rick James, project manager; Jeff Reddoor, project manager of southern Utah projects; 
Craig Wessman, mechanical engineer and project manager; Wayne Smith, project 
manager and oversees facility audits; Dan Clark, project manager and oversees the paving 
program; Vic Middleton, project manager and oversees the roofing program; and Nikki 
Wolcott who provides secretarial assistance.  Absent from the meeting were Bill Bowen, 
Dave McQuillan and Bob Anderson.   
 
Keith Stepan added that the ten project managers oversee over ten projects a piece.  They 
do a great job of getting the projects done within the provided fiscal year.   
 

 REVISIONS TO STANDARD CONTRACT DOCUMENTS ....................................  
 
DFCM has been working for a number of months on revising the standard design 
agreement and the standard general conditions.  The Board previously addressed the 
dispute resolution process which resulted in the contract documents needing to be revised. 
DFCM has also been working on a replacement of the current design criteria which also 
had a substantial impact on the design agreement needing adjustments.  DFCM previously 
distributed those documents to several parties for their comments and met with the AIA 
and AGC.  Once the comments are received and the documents are finalized, DFCM will 
return to the Board for approval.   
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Mr. Nye reiterated that the design agreement revision was primarily motivated by a need to 
incorporate the dispute resolution process, as well as coordinate with the new design 
manual. DFCM had been trying to make sure that issues are not addressed in multiple 
locations.  They had also enhanced the insurance requirements for architects and 
engineers primarily dealing with the errors and omissions coverage in part because DFCM 
no longer had the Owner Controlled Insurance Program.  DFCM also tried to make a 
number of changes that deal with the tone of the document to reflect the quality of firms 
selected for projects.   
 
The primary motivation of the General Conditions was to address the dispute resolution 
issues.  This was more complicated than in the architect’s agreement because construction 
tends to have more disputes.  There was already a fair amount of language in the 
document dealing with dispute resolution, change order issues, construction change 
directives, and time issues.   
 
Mr. Nye noted that in the last version of the General Conditions, DFCM introduced a new 
concept entitled the Request of Equitable Adjustment.  This was a concept introduced by 
Blake Court through his experience at the federal government as an attempt to reflect a 
dispute resolution process at staff level.  This new dispute resolution process replaces the 
request for equitable adjustment process.  DFCM wanted to document the normal change 
order process and address a number of issues regarding challenges that DFCM has dealt 
with in the contract documents.  DFCM also previously relied on a reference to a statutory 
rate for interest on late payments, which was not a very clear provision.  DFCM clarified 
how to address timely payments and how interest is accrued by specifying a rate that is 
prime plus two.  The provisions for the Owner Controlled Insurance Program were removed 
and provisions dealing with exemption from sales tax were added.  Weather delay 
provisions were also being looked at per a request from the AGC.   
 
Kenneth Nye stated the full documents were not included in the packet due to their length. 
They have been posted to the DFCM website.  Public comments need to be received by 
April 29.  Questions regarding the revisions should be directed to DFCM staff. 
 
Chair Jardine complimented DFCM staff for their common sense approach.  He thought 
the contractors and architects are fortunate to be able to work with a document with a 
common philosophy.  Steven Bankhead was pleased to hear DFCM had changed the tone 
of the document to reflect the companies working for the state. 
 

 REPLACEMENT OF DESIGN CRITERIA..............................................................  
 
Blake Court stated DFCM anticipated bringing the new design manual to the Building 
Board in the May meeting for approval.  He explained that for about the last seven months, 
DFCM has been looking at the old design criteria which was last adopted in March 1995.  
Since then, DFCM has seen significant changes in the design and construction community 
along with the adopted codes.  The design criteria adopted back in 1995 listed all of those 
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codes and was very prescriptive about what a design architect or engineer could input into 
the documents.  The majority of the document is to adopt nationally recognized standards 
to conform more to the national intent.   
 
DFCM broke the design criteria manual into three parts.  The first part encompassed a 
programming standard.  Previously, the State of Utah did not have a programming 
standard listing the process and the end result of a program.  Therefore, DFCM proposed 
adopting the first chapter of the new design manual to be a programming guide to identify 
the needed information to aid architects, engineers and programmers with the planning 
process.     
 
The second chapter in the manual will outline the design process and the steps needed for 
DFCM to review and approve a design by an architect.  The steps and the information 
required for the schematic design and the design development per contract documents 
were included.  The changes will aid DFCM to obtain a better review of the final document. 
DFCM has implemented a peer review in this process to have outside engineers review the 
calculations.  Enzo Calfa, State Building Official, is also much more involved in the design 
review process and DFCM is finding the issues with the code much earlier during the 
design phase.   
 
The third chapter of the manual is a design requirement section where all applicable codes 
will be listed in their current version.  DFCM also wished to use this as a tool to provide 
direction to the design teams regarding standards DFCM wishes to exceed.  The first part 
of the design requirements will include nationally adopted code standards and the second 
part will be enhancements that DFCM sees are applicable for state buildings.  DFCM does 
not believe this will impact the cost.  The third part of the design requirement manual is 
referred to as agency related criteria and DFCM is currently working on the first version 
with the Department of Corrections and the 288 bed project in Gunnison to determine the 
criticalities of a successful project.  DFCM hopes to develop similar standards with all 
agencies.     
 
This design criteria is also available on the internet for review and DFCM is requesting 
input prior to April 25, 2005.  They will then bring the finalized document back to the 
Building Board for approval.   
 
Randall Funk, University of Utah, applauded the effort that has gone into the simplification 
of the DFCM standards and felt it was particularly important to reference national standards 
wherever possible.  He felt the University is doing the same type of a simplification using 
DFCM’s template and were thankful DFCM included a chapter for special general 
conditions.     
 
Keith Stepan mentioned DFCM used outside resources to prepare the document in an 
effort to make it more user friendly.  He commended their efforts.     
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 REVIEW OF CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION GUIDE ..........................  
 
Kenneth Nye distributed three resource documents including one focusing primarily on the 
capital development request guide consideration for modifications.  It covered some staff 
suggestions for consideration.  Another document was the evaluation guide as it was 
adopted last year, and also the scoring analysis prepared last year to allow the Board to 
understand how the guide is applied.   
 
Mr. Nye introduced some topics being considered up for consideration.  The subcommittee 
will have at least one other additional meeting and will also meet with representatives of 
agencies and institutions to gather comments before preparing a firm proposal for the 
Board at the next meeting.  The desire is to have any changes resolved at the next meeting 
to identify how the Board will address requests before agencies and institutions submit 
their requests.     
 
The subcommittee had some consternation with the weighting of the different factors.  
There was a suggestion made for the Board to consider weighting all of the factors equally 
with the exception of donations.  The Board will need to determine how to weight the 
different criteria.   
 
There is a general acceptance of the different objectives approved by the Board last year.  
The Board needed to revisit the objectives to clarify the issues and obtain a better 
understanding of how they will be approached in the scoring.   
 
The process the Board had last year for the first objective dealing with life safety was 
essentially detrimental to those projects that were replacing a problem building with a larger 
building.  They compared the cost of repairing the life safety and other condition problems 
against the total project cost and then prorated the scoring between the first and second 
objectives.  In the process, the impact of current conditions was diluted twice.  There was 
also talk of clarifying the scoring and making it more flexible as far as how it is worded on 
the evaluation guide.   
 
Objective two pertained to growth; however, the scoring anchors and the criteria itself 
focused primarily on how well the scope of the project matched up with the submitted 
demographic data.  This did not allow an opportunity to recognize the high level of growth 
some had experienced.   
 
Another consideration needing to be addressed pertained to concerns being raised 
regarding the Board’s process not directly accounting for the priority order proposed by the 
Board of Regents in their process.  Before the evaluation guide, the Board heard the 
Regents focus on their priority order.  As the Building Board shifted to the evaluation guide, 
they now consider many of the same factors as the Regents consider, but the process 
does not specifically look at how the Regents prioritize their needs.  The document 
suggested four alternatives to provide additional consideration to the Regent’s priorities.   
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Last year the Legislature approved legislation authorizing lease purchase requests for 
UCAT and the Board will need to address how to approach those in the prioritization 
process.   
 
Manuel Torres asked if the Board of Regents process could be compatible with the 
Building Board’s.  Kenneth Nye responded that at the joint meeting with the Regent’s last 
fall, there was discussion about having the Regents and Board members compile a 
streamlined process.  Mr. Nye understood the Regent’s did not wish to change their 
process currently.   
 
Kevin Walthers, Utah System of Higher Education, stated the Regents did not feel they 
needed to combine the two processes into one.  However, they were concerned with the 
Board reprioritizing their list as they felt they had a very solid process focusing on replacing 
space and identifying needs.  At this point the Regents felt they had a consistent, reliable, 
and valid measure of their priorities.  The Regent’s staff volunteered to work with the 
Board, but did not feel there was value in both bodies using identical processes. 
 
Manuel Torres asked for education on how the Regents make their priorities.  Kevin 
Walthers stated they take the current space, evaluate the current number of students, and 
together with standards developed with the assistance of DFCM in 1996, they determine 
what space is needed.  They also project the student growth for five years to determine 
what will be needed then.  Classroom and instruction space is ranked much higher than 
other types of space.  Mr. Walthers felt a main difference between the two boards is the 
Regents adopted a formula that is less subjective, but the Board has adopted a consistent 
formula.    Kenneth Nye added that in the analysis DFCM provided to the Board to assist 
with scoring, they also looked at the Q&P results from higher education and used their 
influence and viewpoints for growth needs and safety issues.   
 
Keith Sprouse, UBATC, felt the Board’s system was comprehensive and well thought out.  
Regarding the objective pertaining to one of economic feasibility, he felt alternative funding 
deserved a higher weight as it was in the best interest of the state for projects to have 
community money.  He suggested placing more consideration on the weighting.  Katherina 
Holzhauser stated historically the reason they didn’t give it as much weight was because of 
some of the agencies have more opportunity to get alternative funding.  This process puts 
the emphasis on needs.  Steve Bankhead felt projects that have no opportunity for 
alternative funding will not be penalized, but this objective should allow similar projects to 
be rewarded.  The low weight was due to the Board not wanting to penalize constituencies 
with no opportunity for alternative funding.   
 

 ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS FOR UNIVERSITY OF UTAH AND UTAH STATE 
UNIVERSITY..........................................................................................................  

 
Randall Funk, University of Utah, reported for the period of February 25 to March 25, 2005. 
There were two new design agreements including $46,200 for the Warnock Engineering 
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Building – Edwin C. Catmull Engineering Showcase, and $10,789 for the A. Ray Olpin 
Union Building – Panorama West Renovation.   
 
There were three study agreements for the period including the Museum of Natural History 
Alta Survey, the Red Butte Garden and Arboretum Amphitheater Development Feasibility 
Study, and the Golf Course Area High Temp Water Study.   
 
There were two site improvement construction contracts including one for the College of 
Nursing Fire Protection Upgrades and the Health, Physical Education, and Recreation 
(HPER) Natatorium Diving Pool Repair and Upgrade.   
 
There were three completed projects in the statewide accounts, as well as three completed 
projects from the improvements account.  There were two transfers out of contingency 
reserve and no activity in the project reserve fund.     
 
MOTION: Kerry Casaday moved to approve the administrative report of the 

University of Utah.  The motion was seconded by Katherina Holzhauser 
and passed unanimously. 

 
Brent Windley, Utah State University, presented the administrative report for February 23 
to March 23, 2005.  There were two new professional contracts issued, including one for 
the Carousel Square remodel.  There were three new construction contracts. 
 
There was a decrease to the contingency reserve fund due to the buried natural gas 
pipeline replacement and technical support services renovation.   
 
There were a total of 43 delegated projects listed and of those 19% were pending or in 
planning, 18% were in the design phase, 23% were in various stages of construction, and 
40% were complete or substantially complete.   
 
MOTION: Steve Bankhead moved to approve the administrative report of Utah 

State University.  The motion was seconded by Manuel Torres and 
passed unanimously. 

 
Keith Stepan stated DFCM is pushing to close out projects that are not seeing any further 
activity.  He reminded the University of Utah and Utah State University to push to financial 
completion close out.   
 

 ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS FOR DFCM ...........................................................  
 
Keith Stepan presented the administrative report for DFCM and highlighted the lease report 
which has one new lease for the Department of Corrections, Adult Probation and Parole 
moving out of the Price Regional Center in order to accommodate growth.   
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There were nine new architect/engineering agreements.   
 
There were 12 construction contracts awarded, of which three were sole sourced.   
 
The contingency reserve fund had some funding increases which were decrease change 
orders due to the current unsettled construction climate. 
 
The current balance in the emergency fund is $3,116.  The new funding will be received 
July 1.   
 

 OTHER...................................................................................................................  
 
Katherina Holzhauser asked if it would be beneficial to move the administrative report to 
the beginning of the agenda in the future.  Keith Stepan stated DFCM would follow up with 
the issue.   
 

 ADJOURNMENT....................................................................................................  
 
MOTION: Manuel Torres moved to adjourn at 10:36am.  The motion was 

seconded by Steve Bankhead and passed unanimously.   
 
 
Minutes prepared by:  Shannon Lofgreen 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Approval of Revisions to Standard Contract Documents (R23-1-60) 
 
Recommendation: 
DFCM recommends that the Board concur with the use of the revised contract documents for 
construction projects as described below.  DFCM further recommends that the Board approve the 
amendment to rule R23-1-60 which adopts standard construction contract clauses. 
 
Background: 
As was discussed in the April 13, 2005 Board meeting, DFCM has been working on revisions to 
its standard contracts for construction projects.  A summary of proposed changes was reviewed 
with the Board in April and was distributed for review and comment by design and construction 
associations.  Due to the volume of these documents, they are not included in the packet that was 
distributed.  They are available for review on DFCM’s web site at http://dfcm.utah.gov. 
 
At the meeting, DFCM will review the proposed changes, particularly the changes that arose 
subsequent to the discussion in the April meeting.  DFCM has received comments and suggested 
changes from a number of parties.  This resulted in a number of changes to the documents that 
were initially posted on the Internet and discussed with the Board.  The proposed revisions are 
summarized below for the General Conditions and the Design Agreement.  Changes that were 
proposed subsequent to the review in April are identified in italics.  These summaries are 
followed by a proposed amendment to administrative rule R23-1-60 as required by statute. 
 
General Conditions: 
The primary motivation for initiating a review of the General Conditions was the need to replace 
the previous language related to claims and disputes with the new dispute resolution process.  
This required more substantial revisions than was required in the design agreement.  While 
addressing this issue, it was recognized that several other provisions should be updated.  The 
more substantive changes are noted below. 
 

1. Replacement of the previous claims and dispute resolution process including deletion of 
provisions for a Request for Equitable Adjustment.  A provision was added to clarify that 
DFCM may submit claims and disputes into this process. 



2. Addition of provisions that describe the normal change order proposal process. 
3. Clarification that contractors cannot receive both the markup on direct costs on a change 

order and also the compensation per the formula for compensable delays. 
4. Provision for the State paying the difference in cost if the State requests that an otherwise 

qualified subcontractor be replaced. 
5. Provision for identifying components that are exempt from sales tax. 
6. Requirement that contractors use DFCM’s pay request form that includes a certification 

by the contractor has paid its subcontractors. 
7. Specification of the interest rate at prime plus 2% to be paid by DFCM if payments are 

not timely. 
8. Clarification of the contractor’s responsibility for safety. 
9. Removal of a provision for an Owner Controlled Insurance Program (OCIP).  The 

requirements for general liability insurance were increased for construction contracts 
greater than $20 million. 

10. Updating of terms such as replacing “Consultant” with “A/E”, “Owner” with “DFCM”, 
and “Field Order” with “ASI”. 

11. Reorganization of the location of a number of provisions. 
 
Design Agreement: 
The initiation of revisions to the design agreement was motivated by the need to incorporate the 
new dispute resolution process and to coordinate with the new design manual.  The more 
substantive changes are noted below. 
 

1. Replacement of the previous dispute resolution process.  A provision was added to 
identify the triggering event for entering into the dispute resolution process.  A provision 
was also added to clarify that DFCM may submit claims and disputes into this process. 

2. Removal of provisions that are addressed in the design manual or the general conditions.  
Examples include design standards, preparation of specifications, and duties during each 
phase of the contract. 

3. Clarification of the standard of care. 
4. Changes in insurance requirements.  The requirements for professional liability insurance 

were increased over the levels initially proposed. 
5. Clarification of amounts due if the State chooses to terminate for its convenience. 
6. Deletion of provisions that were not considered to be necessary due to the quality of 

firms that DFCM contracts with. 
7. Updating of terms such as replacing “Consultant” with “A/E”, “Owner” with “DFCM”, 

and “Field Order” with “ASI”. 
8. The version discussed in April included new provisions that required the State to pay 

additional compensation to the design team if material changes were required after 
approval of the Schematic Design Document or the Design Development Documents.  In 
the current version, this clause has been deleted as it relates to Schematic Design since 
clarifications and modifications of schematic design are not uncommon as the design 
proceeds through the Design Development Phase.  This provision was modified to clarify 
that compensation is due for changes required after approval of the Design Development 
Documents only if there is no fault or responsibility of the design team. 



9. A provision was added for interest on late payments on the same basis as noted above for 
contractors. 

 
Adoption of Standard Contract Clauses By Rule: 
Section 63-56-601 of the State Procurement Code requires that standard construction contract 
clauses related to specified topics be adopted by rule.  Before a material variation from these 
standard clauses may be used, the Director must justify the reasons for the variation in a written 
determination and the notice of the variation must be included in the procurement documents. 
 
Topics for which standard contract clauses must be adopted by rule include the following: 
 

1. adjustments in prices; 
2. time of performance; 
3. unilateral right of the state to order changes in the work; 
4. variations between estimated and actual quantities; 
5. suspension of work ordered by the State; 
6. differing site conditions; 
7. liquidated damages; 
8. excuses for delay or nonperformance; 
9. termination for default; and 
10. termination for the convenience of the State. 

 
This requirement is addressed in Section R23-1-60 of DFCM’s rule for the procurement of 
construction.  This section is stated below with proposed amendments.  Proposed deletions are 
bracketed and stricken through and new language is underlined.  Due to the volume of the 
contract clauses, the text of the clauses is incorporated into the rule by reference instead of being 
repeated in the rule itself.  The document that contains the standard contract clauses is available 
for review at http://dfcm.utah.gov. 
 
Rule R23-1-60. Construction Contract Clauses. 

(1) Required Contract Clauses.  Pursuant to Section [63-56-40] 63-56-601, the document 
entitled “Required Construction Contract Clauses [dated January 28, 2002] Dated May 
25, 2005, and on file with the Division, is hereby incorporated by reference.  Except as 
provided in Subsections R23-1-30(7) and R23-1-60(2), the Division shall include these 
clauses in all construction contracts [for more than $50,000]. 

(2) Revisions to Contract Clauses.  The clauses required by this section may be modified for 
use in any particular contract when, pursuant to Subsection [63-56-40(5)] 63-56-601(5), 
the Director makes a written determination describing the circumstances justifying the 
variation or variations.  Notice of any material variations from the contract clauses 
required by this section shall be included in any invitation for bids or request for 
proposals.  Examples of changes that are not material variations include, but are not 
limited to, the following:  grammatical corrections; corrections made that resolve 
conflicts in favor of the intent of the document as a whole; and changes that reflect State 
law or rule and applicable court case law. 

 
FKS:KEN:sll 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Adoption of Design Manual 
 
Recommendation: 
DFCM recommends that the Board approve the adoption of the new design manual as explained 
below. 
 
Background: 
The Building Board has the statutory responsibility to establish design criteria, standards, and 
procedures relative to the design and construction of state facilities.  DFCM recognized that the 
current design criteria is outdated and needs to be replaced.  An effort to accomplish this was 
initiated with the assistance of the firm Total Building Commissioning, Inc. 
 
A draft of the design manual was distributed for comment to the design profession and agencies 
and institutions.  At the last Board meeting DFCM provided an explanation of the need to rewrite 
the previous Design Criteria as well as the structure of the proposed Design Manual. 
 
DFCM has received many comments and suggestions from design professionals, agencies and 
institutions and staff.  These have been considered and appropriate modifications to the draft 
Design Manual have been made.  Due to the volume of this document, it is not included in the 
packet that was distributed.  The Design Manual is available for review on DFCM’s web site at 
http://dfcm.utah.gov 
 
The proposed design manual has been organized into three different documents as described 
below.  This will facilitate the finding of information as well as the ability to refer to just one of 
the documents when appropriate.  Significant changes that have been made from the draft 
document that was posted on the Internet for discussion in the April meeting are identified in 
italics. 
 
Programming Requirements.  Until now, the Board has not approved a standard requirement for 
architectural programs.  This document lists the basic requirements for a complete and final 
program for a new building.  It does not give step by step directions or process requirements for 
producing a final program.  The selected programming firm, the using agency and DFCM are 



expected to determine the process that best suits the project and the participants.  A requirement 
was added to identify the actual cost of two projects of similar size, use, and quality that have 
completed construction in the past two years as a cost comparison. 

Design Process.  This document addresses the process requirements and expectations for design 
firms doing design on state facility projects.  This includes requirements for submittal of each 
phase of design, document reviews, cost models and estimates, and preparation of specifications.  
The CADD requirements that were previously approved as a separate document are incorporated 
into this document. 

DFCM intends to select only qualified exceptional design teams.  DFCM expects an effort that is 
not driven by minimal requirements but by good design practice.  As such this document is 
generally meant to be a guide and not a rigid procedural manual although some minimal 
requirements are established.  The significant changes from the draft document are summarized 
below. 

1. The process and requirements for bid packages was clarified. 

2. Addition of quality control requirements that the A/E must meet within its design team. 

3. Clarifications were made to the drawing submittal requirements at each phase of design. 

4. Addition of a requirement that A/Es identify to DFCM any proprietary specifications that 
are incorporated into the documents and that all sole source specifications must be 
approved by DFCM. 

5. Clarification of responsibilities when the CM/GC approach is used for construction. 

Design Requirements.  This document provides a list of requirements that apply to state facility 
projects.  Where possible, this is accomplished through reference to established codes and 
standards.  The basic levels of requirement are those imposed by codes.  The next level of 
requirement are those that, due to experience, DFCM has found need to exceed code or are best 
design practice for normal state buildings.  The next levels of requirements are those that meet 
individual agency needs and standards. The significant changes from the draft document are 
summarized below. 

1. Clarification of hazardous materials issues. 

2. Modification of minimum requirements for roofing and paving. 

3. Enhancement of general design expectations for mechanical systems. 

4. Addition of requirements for automatic fire sprinkler systems. 

5. Numerous clarifications of other standards and requirements. 

 

FKS:KEN:sll 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Revisions to Capital Development Request Evaluation Guide 
 
Recommendation: 
DFCM recommends that the Board consider the revisions to the Capital Development Request 
Evaluation Guide that resulted from the review by the assigned subcommittee and then adopt the 
revisions with any adjustments deemed appropriate by the Board. 
 
Background: 
In its March meeting, the Building Board initiated a review of the Evaluation Guide that it 
adopted last year to provide greater structure to its prioritization process for capital development 
requests.  Board members Steve Bankhead, Katherina Holzhauser, and Kerry Casaday accepted 
the assignment to act as a subcommittee in identifying enhancements for consideration by the 
Board. 
 
The product of the subcommittee’s efforts is reflected in the draft changes that are attached.  
Revised language is printed in red.  The Guide adopted by the Board last year is also attached for 
reference. 
 
In the April meeting, DFCM presented a document that noted a number of potential changes 
based on previous comments from Board members, DFCM’s experience in preparing its 
suggested scoring last year, and feedback that DFCM had received from others. 
 
The Board subcommittee met with representatives of agencies and institutions to receive input 
and discuss potential changes to the guide.  The input received in this meeting was generally 
supportive of most of the proposed changes and some additional suggestions also came forward. 
 
The subcommittee discussed whether the Building Board should be bound by the results of the 
scoring and whether it should just accept the priorities for higher education projects that are put 
forward by the Board of Regents.  The subcommittee members believe that the Building Board 
has the responsibility to evaluate requests from all state entities.  Detail elements that make up 
the higher education Q&P analysis are considered in the Board’s scoring of related objectives in 
the Building Board process. 



The subcommittee recommends that the Board continue to consider the scoring under this 
process as a guide in arriving at its recommended priority.  This includes retaining an evaluation 
of the ranking indicated by the scores to determine whether any adjustments should be made in 
finalizing the Board’s recommendations.  This step should include a comparison of the Regents’ 
priorities to the relative ranking of higher education projects to assure that the Building Board is 
comfortable with any differences that may exist.  
 
A topic that received considerable attention was the relative weight that should be given to 
taking care of existing space versus addressing growth needs.  A related concern was whether the 
impact of the weights was too great. 
 
This discussion resulted in a recommendation from the subcommittee that objectives one, two, 
three, and five receive a weight of 2 and objectives four and six receive a weight of 1.  This 
results in a greater balance between existing buildings and new space.  It should be noted that 
while the weight of these factors is the same, the scoring anchors, particularly with the potential 
of two bonus points for objective one, will likely result in objective one tending to receive 
somewhat higher scores. 
 
The subcommittee also recommended that the cost of correcting the deficiencies under objective 
one should be compared to just the portion of the total request that relates to the existing facility 
with the percentages for each scoring anchor adjusted accordingly. 
 
On objective two, the wording of the evaluation criteria and the scoring anchors was modified to 
more directly address growth and shortage of space.  The revised wording more closely 
addresses the intent of this objective and the actual practice in scoring last year. 
 
The scoring anchors for objective four were simplified to facilitate scoring. 
 
Concerns were raised that the points that can be achieved under objective six are not great 
enough to encourage higher education institutions to direct donations into building requests.  
While there was agreement on encouraging donations, no solution has been identified in how to 
provide more points for donations without penalizing those entities that do not have the ability to 
obtain donations. 
 
Finally, the subcommittee addressed the question of which category UCAT lease/purchases 
should be recommended under.  The subcommittee believes that additional discussion with the 
full board should occur before arriving at a decision on how to address these projects. 
 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
 
Attachment 
 

 
 



Building Board 
Capital Development Request Evaluation Guide 

Draft May 11, 2005 
 Strategic Objectives Evaluation Criteria Weight Scoring Anchors 
1 Address life safety 

and other deficiencies 
in existing assets 
through renewal and 
replacement 

Does the project address 
documented code and 
condition deficiencies?  For 
life safety deficiencies, what 
is the potential impact and 
probability of occurrence? 

2 5 = cost of deficiencies exceeds 85% of total project cost related to existing facility 
3 = cost of deficiencies between 45% and 65% of project cost related to existing facility 
1 = cost of deficiencies is less than 25% of project cost related to existing facility 
0 = project does not address an existing facility 
      -and- 
↑ or ↑↑ if substantial threat to life and property based on relative degree of threat and the 
probability of occurrence 

2 Address essential 
program growth 
requirements 

To what degree is the request 
driven by documented growth 
and shortage of space and is 
the amount of space requested 
justified by demographic 
data? 

2 5 = request is driven by a substantial space shortage and the requested space is well 
supported by demographics for existing demand plus a reasonable allowance for future 
growth for the essential program 
3 = requested space is supported by demographics for existing demand and growth 
1 = requested space significantly exceeds the level justified by demographics or no 
demographics are provided 
0 = project does not result in an increase in space 

3 Cost effective 
solutions 

Does the project reflect a cost 
effective solution appropriate 
to the facility need?  Is this a 
“bargain” with a limited 
window of opportunity? 

2 5 = Alternative approach that is substantially less costly to the State in the long term than a 
standard approach 
3 = Cost effective solution appropriate to the facility 
0 = More costly than is appropriate for the facility need 
      -then- 
↑ if this is a bargain opportunity that requires immediate action or it will be lost 

4 Improve program 
effectiveness and/or 
capacity 

To what degree does the 
project improve program 
effectiveness or increase 
program capacity other than 
the simple addition of space? 

1 5 = substantial improvement in program effectiveness and increase in capacity 
3 = moderate improvement in program effectiveness and/or increase in capacity 
1 = minimal improvement in program effectiveness or increase in capacity 
 

5 Provide facilities 
necessary to support 
critical programs and 
initiatives 

Is the project required to 
support a critical state 
program or initiative? 

2 5 = project is required for an essential state program or initiative to operate 
3 = project is needed to support an important state program 
1 = project enhances a less critical state program 

6 Take advantage of 
alternative funding 
opportunities for 
needed facilities 

What portion of the total 
project cost is covered by 
alternative funds? 

1 5 = more than 60% 
3 = between 20% and 40% 
1 = no alternative funding is available for this program 
     -then- 
↑ if alternative funding (excluding donations) requires state funding this budget cycle 

1. Scoring is on a scale of 0 to 5 using whole numbers only with the scoring anchors identifying specific points on this scale. 
2. ↑ indicates that one point may be added for the condition indicated.  This adjustment will not be made if it would cause the score to be greater than 5. 
3. The scores for each criterion are multiplied by the weighting factor and summed to arrive at a total score. 
4. Please see the attached additional information and instructions. 



Building Board 
Capital Development Request Evaluation Guide 

Additional Information/Instructions 
 
 
 
The following additional information and instructions are provided to aid in the application 
of the evaluation guide.  The strategic objectives are broad objectives of the State as a 
whole which have an impact on facility needs.  The criteria interpret each objective and 
identify the discriminating factor that differentiates the degree to which each request 
satisfies the strategic objective.  The scoring anchors define specific points on the range of 
possible scores to facilitate consistent application.  A project’s score is determined by 
multiplying the score for each objective by the applicable weighting factor.  These amounts 
are then summed to arrive at the total score.  The total score indicates how well the project 
meets the objectives as a whole. 
 
Clarification of how each objective should be scored is provided below. 
 
Objective 1 – Address life safety and other deficiencies in existing assets through renewal 
and replacement 
This objective measures the degree to which a project takes care of deficiencies in existing 
state-owned facilities.  The measurement utilizes the information obtained through 
DFCM’s facility condition assessment program.  In consultation with DFCM, this may be 
supplemented by information obtained through other sources such as additional 
engineering studies or professional staff analysis. 
 
This measurement is calculated by dividing the cost of correcting deficiencies by the 
portion of the total project budget that relates to the existing facility.  The only deficiencies 
considered in this calculation are those that will be resolved directly through the requested 
project.  This objective addresses basic deficiencies in the building and its systems.  The 
cost of correcting programmatic deficiencies is not considered in this objective but is 
addressed in objective 4.  An example of a programmatic deficiency is a space 
reconfiguration that is desired to improve space utilization or program effectiveness. 
 
Additional points may be awarded based on the potential impact of life safety deficiencies 
and their probability of occurrence as noted in the scoring anchors.  If the project addresses 
both existing space as well as an increase in space, the score resulting from the above 
calculation will be adjusted as explained below. 
 
Objective 2 – Address essential program growth requirements 
This objective evaluates the degree to which the requested increase in state-owned space is 
driven by documented growth and shortage of space as well as the degree to which the 
amount of requested space is supported by demographic information.  Due to the wide 
variety in types of requests submitted, it is anticipated that the requesting agency or 
institution will identify the most appropriate demographic data to support its request.  The 
validity and completeness of the demographic support will be considered in evaluating the 



requested scope.  In developing its suggested score, DFCM may obtain and consider 
additional demographic data beyond that which is submitted with the request.  If the 
project addresses both existing space as well as an increase in space, the score resulting 
from the above calculation will need to be adjusted as explained below. 
 
Objectives 1 and 2 Scoring Adjustment 
For projects that involve both an increase in space and the renovation or replacement of 
existing state-owned space, the scores for objectives 1 and 2 must be reduced by the same 
proportion as the project cost associated with the existing facility or the increase in space, 
as applicable, is to the total project cost. 
 
The following example is provided to demonstrate this calculation.  Assume that 80% of a 
requested project replaces an existing facility and 20% of the project creates an increase in 
space beyond that contained in an existing facility.  Assume further that substantial 
problems are documented in the existing building that is being replaced that are sufficient 
to justify a score of 5.  This score would then be reduced to a final score of 4.0 through the 
following calculation: 5 * 0.8 = 4.   Assume also that the criteria for Objective 2 justify a 
score of 4.  This score would then be reduced to a final score of 0.8 through the following 
calculation:  4 * 0.2 = 0.8.  The results of these adjustments should be rounded to one 
decimal place. 
 
Objective 3 – Cost effective solutions 
This objective measures the cost effectiveness of the request.  It is expected that most 
projects will receive a score of “3”.  Windows of opportunity will be evaluated to assure 
their validity. 
 
Objective 4 – Improve program effectiveness and/or capacity 
This objective addresses the degree to which a project improves the effectiveness or 
capacity of a program.  Capacity increases will be evaluated based on quantity of service 
that can be provided in a given amount of space.  Capacity increases that are only the result 
of an increase in space will not be considered. 
 
Objective 5 – Provide facilities necessary to support critical programs and initiatives 
This objective seeks to measure the degree to which a request supports critical programs or 
initiatives.  It is not addressing the level of support for a specific project.  The scoring 
anchors address the criticality of the program or initiative and the degree to which the 
project is required in order for that program or initiative to operate. 
 
Objective 6 – Take advantage of alternative funding opportunities for needed facilities 
This objective addresses the degree to which alternative funding reduces the funding 
impact on the state.  A bonus point may be awarded for alternative funding (other than 
donations) that has a timing constraint requiring that state funds be provided in the current 
budget cycle. 
 



Building Board 
Capital Development Request Evaluation Guide 

Approved July 14, 2004 
 Strategic Objectives Evaluation Criteria Weight Scoring Anchors 
1 Address life safety 

and other deficiencies 
in existing assets 
through renewal and 
replacement 

Does the project address 
documented code and 
condition deficiencies?  For 
life safety deficiencies, what 
is the potential impact and 
probability of occurrence? 

3 5 = documented cost of deficiencies exceeds 60% of total project cost 
3 = documented cost of deficiencies between 30% and 45% of total project cost 
1 = documented cost of deficiencies is less than 15% of total project cost 
0 = project does not address an existing facility 
      -and- 
↑↑ if substantial threat to life and property and higher probability of occurrence 
↑ if substantial threat to life and property or higher probability of occurrence 

2 Address essential 
program growth 
requirements 

Does the increase in space 
address documented growth 
of the essential program and 
to what degree are other 
needs/desires added onto the 
request? 

2 5 = increased space is well supported by demographics for existing demand plus a 
reasonable allowance for future growth for the essential program 
3 = increased space is supported by demographics for existing demand and growth for the 
essential program while also incorporating other needs. 
1 = increased space significantly exceeds the level justified by demographics or no 
demographics are provided 
0 = project does not result in an increase in space 

3 Cost effective 
solutions 

Does the project reflect a cost 
effective solution appropriate 
to the facility need?  Is this a 
“bargain” with a limited 
window of opportunity? 

3 5 = Alternative approach that is substantially less costly to the State in the long term than a 
standard approach 
3 = Cost effective solution appropriate to the facility 
0 = More costly than is appropriate for the facility need 
      -then- 
↑ if this is a bargain opportunity that requires immediate action or it will be lost 

4 Improve program 
effectiveness and/or 
capacity 

To what degree does the 
project improve program 
effectiveness or increase 
program capacity other than 
the simple addition of space? 

2 4 = substantial improvement in program effectiveness 
2 = moderate improvement in program effectiveness 
      -and- 
↑ if significant increase in program capacity 
↓ if minor increase in program capacity 

5 Provide facilities 
necessary to support 
critical programs and 
initiatives 

Is the project required to 
support a critical state 
program or initiative? 

2 5 = project is required for an essential state program or initiative to operate 
3 = project is needed to support an important state program 
1 = project enhances a less critical state program 

6 Take advantage of 
alternative funding 
opportunities for 
needed facilities 

What portion of the total 
project cost is covered by 
alternative funds? 

1 5 = more than 60% 
3 = between 20% and 40% 
1 = no alternative funding is available for this program 
     -then- 
↑ if alternative funding (excluding donations) requires state funding this budget cycle 

1. Scoring is on a scale of 0 to 5 using whole numbers only with the scoring anchors identifying specific points on this scale. 
2. ↑ and ↓ indicate that one point may be added or subtracted.  This adjustment will not be made if it would cause the score to be greater than 5 or less than 0. 
3. The scores for each criterion are multiplied by the weighting factor and summed to arrive at a total score. 
4. Please see the attached additional information and instructions. 



Building Board 
Capital Development Request Evaluation Guide 

Additional Information/Instructions 
 
 
 
The following additional information and instructions are provided to aid in the application 
of the evaluation guide.  The strategic objectives are broad objectives of the State as a 
whole which have an impact on facility needs.  The criteria interpret each objective and 
identify the discriminating factor that differentiates the degree to which each request 
satisfies the strategic objective.  The scoring anchors define specific points on the range of 
possible scores to facilitate consistent application.  A project’s score is determined by 
multiplying the score for each objective by the applicable weighting factor.  These amounts 
are then summed to arrive at the total score.  The total score indicates how well the project 
meets the objectives as a whole. 
 
Clarification of how each objective should be scored is provided below. 
 
Objective 1 – Address life safety and other deficiencies in existing assets through renewal 
and replacement 
This objective measures the degree to which a project takes care of deficiencies in existing 
state-owned facilities.  The measurement utilizes the information obtained through 
DFCM’s facility condition assessment program.  In consultation with DFCM, this may be 
supplemented by information obtained through other sources such as additional 
engineering studies or professional staff analysis. 
 
In order to prevent a relatively small problem from justifying a much larger project, this 
measurement is calculated by dividing the cost of correcting deficiencies by the total cost 
of the requested project.  The only deficiencies considered in this calculation are those that 
will be resolved directly through the requested project.  This objective addresses basic 
deficiencies in the building and its systems.  The cost of correcting programmatic 
deficiencies is not considered in this objective but is addressed in objective 4.  An example 
of a programmatic deficiency is a space reconfiguration that is desired to improve space 
utilization or program effectiveness. 
 
Additional points may be awarded based on the potential impact of life safety deficiencies 
and their probability of occurrence as noted in the scoring anchors.  If the project addresses 
both existing space as well as an increase in space, the score resulting from the above 
calculation will need to be adjusted as explained below. 
 
Objective 2 – Address essential program growth requirements 
This objective evaluates the degree to which the requested increase in state-owned space is 
supported by demographic information.  Due to the wide variety in types of requests 
submitted, it is anticipated that the requesting agency or institution will identify the most 
appropriate demographic data to support its request.  The validity and completeness of the 
demographic support will be considered in evaluating the requested scope.  In developing 



its suggested score, DFCM may obtain and consider additional demographic data beyond 
that which is submitted with the request.  If the project addresses both existing space as 
well as an increase in space, the score resulting from the above calculation will need to be 
adjusted as explained below. 
 
Objectives 1 and 2 Scoring Adjustment 
For projects that involve both an increase in space and the renovation or replacement of 
existing state-owned space, the scores for objectives 1 and 2 must be reduced by the same 
proportion as the project cost associated with the existing facility or the increase in space, 
as applicable, is to the total project cost. 
 
The following example is provided to demonstrate this calculation.  Assume that 80% of a 
requested project replaces an existing facility and 20% of the project creates an increase in 
space beyond that contained in an existing facility.  Assume further that substantial 
problems are documented in the existing building that is being replaced that are sufficient 
to justify a score of 5.  This score would then be reduced to a final score of 4.0 through the 
following calculation: 5 * 0.8 = 4.   Assume also that the demographic support for the 
increased space justifies a score of 4.  This score would then be reduced to a final score of 
0.8 through the following calculation:  4 * 0.2 = 0.8.  The results of these adjustments 
should be rounded to one decimal place. 
 
Objective 3 – Cost effective solutions 
This objective measures the cost effectiveness of the request.  It is expected that most 
projects will receive a score of “3”.  Windows of opportunity will be evaluated to assure 
their validity. 
 
Objective 4 – Improve program effectiveness and/or capacity 
This objective addresses the degree to which a project improves the effectiveness or 
capacity of a program.  Capacity increases will be evaluated based on quantity of service 
that can be provided in a given amount of space.  Capacity increases that are only the result 
of an increase in space will not be considered. 
 
Objective 5 – Provide facilities necessary to support critical programs and initiatives 
This objective seeks to measure the degree to which a request supports critical programs or 
initiatives.  It is not addressing the level of support for a specific project.  The scoring 
anchors address the criticality of the program or initiative and the degree to which the 
project is required in order for that program or initiative to operate. 
 
Objective 6 – Take advantage of alternative funding opportunities for needed facilities 
This objective addresses the degree to which alternative funding reduces the funding 
impact on the state.  A bonus point may be awarded for alternative funding (other than 
donations) that has a timing constraint requiring that state funds be provided in the current 
budget cycle. 
 



 

Utah State Building Board 
 

 
 
Jon M. Huntsman, Jr.    

                        Governor 4110 State Office Building 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Recent Legislative Actions 
 
In a special session on April 19 and 20, the Legislature authorized the issuance of a general 
obligation bond to fund $4,500,000 for a Veteran’s Nursing Home in Ogden.  The bond may not 
be issued until the National Guard certifies that it has received federal matching funds for the 
project.  The federal match is expected to be about $8 million. 
 
DFCM has been working with the Legislative Fiscal Analyst on a report that addresses the time 
and cost aspects of state-funded capital development projects as well as leasing activity in the 
State.  It was originally anticipated that this report would be provided to the Executive 
Appropriations Committee in May but that has now been postponed to June.  DFCM will provide 
copies of this report to Board members once it is released. 
 
On May 18, DFCM and the Department of Administrative Services will be addressing the 
Government Operations Interim Committee to explain their programs and address efficiencies.  
DFCM will report on this presentation at the Board meeting. 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Administrative Reports for University of Utah and Utah State University 
 
Attached for your review and approval are the administrative reports for the University of Utah 
and Utah State University. 
 
FKS:sll 
 
Attachment 
 

 
 















































 

Utah State Building Board 
 

 
 
Jon M. Huntsman, Jr.    

                        Governor 4110 State Office Building 
 Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

 Phone  (801) 538-3018 
 Fax  (801) 538-3267 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Programming of UVSC Digital Learning Center 
 
Recommendation: 
DFCM recommends that the Board authorize Utah Valley State College to proceed with 
programming of the Digital Learning Center project using funds advanced by UVSC as 
requested in the attached letter from Vice President Val Peterson. 
 
Background: 
The Board’s rule governing planning and programming requires that agencies and institutions 
obtain the approval of either the Legislature or the Building Board before commencing with 
programming of projects for which state funds will be requested for construction.  The purpose 
of this requirement is to avoid expenditures for programming that is completed so long before 
the project is funded that the program must be substantially revisited when the project is ready to 
proceed due to changing needs and requirements. 
 
This project is expected to receive substantial consideration for funding in the upcoming budget 
cycle so it is unlikely that the program would become stale before the project is funded for 
design and construction.  Proceeding with the program now will significantly lessen the time 
required to complete the project once funding is secured. 
 
Last year, this project was the number 5 priority on the Building Board’s Five-Year Plan.  It was 
the highest ranked project that did not receive funding from the Legislature. 
 
As noted in the letter, UVSC is advancing the funds to cover the cost of the program with the 
request that they be reimbursed from the project budget once the project is funded.  The 
programming cost was included in last year’s requested budget. 
 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
 
Attachment 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Midway Fish Hatchery Design Authorization  
 
Recommendation: 
Subject to any concerns that may arise from key state officials, DFCM recommends that the 
Board concur with DFCM proceeding with the design of the Midway Fish Hatchery project. 
 
Background: 
As explained in the attached letter from the Division of Wildlife Resources, the Springville Fish 
Hatchery has been closed due to whirling disease.  This makes three hatcheries currently closed 
due to whirling disease, substantially impairing the State’s ability to produce fish for stocking 
purposes. 
 
In order to reduce the impact of this closure, Wildlife Resources is requesting to proceed now 
with the design of the Midway Hatchery project.  This will allow the project to be ready to 
proceed with construction shortly after the next legislative session if the balance of funding is 
appropriated. 
 
As noted in the letter, Wildlife Resources was appropriated $1,600,000 in previous years for this 
project.  These funds were previously transferred to DFCM to hold until the project was fully 
funded.  As the Board packet was being prepared and distributed, Wildlife Resources was in the 
process of contacting the chairs of the Natural Resources Subcommittee and the Capital 
Facilities and Administrative Services Subcommittee to determine if there are any concerns with 
proceeding with design before the full funding is appropriated for construction. 
 
The Midway Fish Hatchery project was submitted to the Building Board last year as a capital 
development request.  This project was ranked number 12 which put it in the third position for 
the second year portion of the list.  Wildlife Resources is requesting $4,800,000 of state capital 
development funds.  The balance of the $8,000,000 project will be funded from the annual 
appropriations to Wildlife Resources.  Half of this amount has already been received and will be 
the funding source for the design. 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
 
Attachment 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: May 25, 2005 
Subject: Administrative Reports for DFCM 
 
The following is a summary of the administrative reports for DFCM. 
 
Lease Report (Pages 1 - 2) 
Amendments Item 4 – Financial Institutions, renewal at market rate, additional space for 
program growth due to the growth of the financial market.   
 
Item 5 - Health Care Financing, renewal at market rate, space decrease is due to the moving of 
one of the two staff members, to a state owned facility.   
 
Item 7 – Human Services Recovery Services, renewal at market rate plus carpet and painting at 
site.  This lease has been at the same rate for 10 years. 
 
Item 10 – Public Safety Highway Patrol, renewal at market and additional space for the 
“Troopers and Truckers” program, which is moving from the Murray office because they have 
out grown the facility.   
 
Item 11 – Tax Commission Farmington Motor Vehicle, currently working with Davis County for 
the County to build a building for this program.  This long-term lease will be presented to the 
Board as soon as Davis County and the State agree to the location and lease rate.   
 
Item 13 – DWS Murray Facility, had an expensive build out as a phone center.  The market rate 
of the lease increased substantially due to development in the surrounding area.  This was 
exasperated by the short term of the renewal.   
 
Architect/Engineering Agreements Awarded, 19 Agreements Issued (Pages 3 - 4) 
Item 4, National Guard North Salt Lake Combined Armed Forces Center 
The agreement to GSBS was processed in the amount of $1 to put them under contract at this 
point, while the National Guard continues to pursue Federal Funding for this project.  
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Construction Contracts Awarded, 25 Contracts Issued (Pages 5 - 6) 
No significant Items. 
 
Report of Contingency Reserve Fund (Page 7) 
Decreases, New Construction 
Dixie Delores Dore Eccles Fine Arts Center 
This transfer covers the balance of the settlement with the contractor, not able to be covered from 
other project budgeted funds.  
 
Decreases, Remodeling 
Draper State Prison Sewage Pretreatment System  
This transfer is for change order #1, which consists of many unknown conditions with the largest 
being; repairs to unknown drain line and water main, cost to divert the sewer flow and install a 
new manhole around the existing electrical duct bank, and various scope changes for a new 
required manhole, and relocation of utilities not on plans. 
  
Price Armory Boiler Replacement 
This transfer covers change order #3 for various unknown conditions such as; install new 
vacuum breakers to prevent boiler shut down, also replacement of pneumatic valves and 
operators with new ones to better control the operation of the new boiler. 
 
Report of Project Reserve Fund Activity (Page 8) 
Increases 
These items reflect savings on projects that were transferred to Project Reserve per statute.  The 
transfer from the UVSC Vineyard School remodel project is to correct the previous transfer of 
reserve funds to that project to award the construction contract.  This is the result of a decrease 
change order processed as a part of the award process.   
 
Decreases 
This transfer was to award the construction contract that was over budget.     
 
Statewide Planning Fund (Page 9) 
No changes   
 
Emergency Fund Report (Page 10) 
This transfer completes the Veteran’s Nursing Home domestic water repairs project.  
 
Statewide Funds Reports (Pages 11 - 15) 
No significant items.  The projects funded for Fiscal Year 2006 will show on the next quarterly 
report.   
 
Quarterly Contingency Reserve Fund Report (Pages 16 - 19) 
The projects that reflect above average draws from the contingency fund have been reviewed 
previously with the Board as the larger draws occurred.   
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Construction Contract Status (Pages 20 - 24) 
This quarterly report shows the status of each construction contract that was open during the 
preceding quarter.  The main intent of this report is to show which contracts/projects are over the 
contractual completion time.  The report is broken out into two sections; Open contracts for those 
that were open during the period including any new contracts, and those that have closed during 
the quarter.   
 
 
FKS:DDW:sll 
 
Attachment 
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